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Abstract—This study will conduct a study of FinTech 
services regarding influencing factors and see the level of 
influential factors. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 
theory from Davis is a theoretical basis and associated with 
perceived risk factors and trust. The research method used the 
quantitative method. Analysis data with Structural Equation 
Model (SEM) using smart pls v2.0. The Technique for Order of 
Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS) method to 
see the level of influence of the variables. We use questionnaires 
with google form and shared online and the snowball technique 
for collected data. The survey process obtained 564 respondents 
who stated to suitable the research criteria. The results are 
getting the main and very significant factor is the perceived 
usefulness factor, and the additional factor is trust and perceived 
ease of use factor. From these factors significantly affect users in 
adopting FinTech services. With these results, it can describe 
what factors can be of concern for the development carried out 
by the company. With these factors, it recognized that risk is a 
factor that is not considered to consider if the factors of usability 
and convenience factors that have been given. It also 
automatically increases the trust of users. 
Keywords—FinTech, TOPSIS, SEM, TAM Trust, Perceived 
risk 
I.  INTRODUCTION 
The use of information technology has experienced 
significant progress in all fields[1]–[4]. One of them is that 
information technology provides innovation in the banking 
world with the advent of FinTech [5], [6]. FinTech is a 
combination of the finance sector and information technology 
[7]–[9]. Changes that occur provide more effective financial 
services, thus providing new views from financial service 
providers or other companies in the transaction payment 
scheme [10]–[12]. With this change, it provides a broader 
range of financial services for users [11], [13], [14] and 
provides a change in the process of payment made by someone 
in the speed and flexibility of transactions [8], [15], [16]. 
Development FinTech in Indonesia with a marked 
emergence of various companies that provide financial 
services base on technology. Companies develop FinTech 
services such as GoJek with Go-Pay, OVO, BCA with my 
pocket,  and others [17]. Such rapid development makes every 
developer company provide the best service for users. To 
provide the best service, the company continues to try to 
overcome user difficulties. 
In this study explores user behavior from perceived risk 
and trust because companies must be able to provide to users 
[18]–[22]. The study has become more actual and exciting 
because this exploration is still a bit of the researcher doing it. 
The analysis used is SEM is a statistical modeling technique 
that is cross-sectional, linear, general, and that is usually in the 
form of causal research. [23]–[25]. Also, conducted 
exploration using the TOPSIS method to obtain a factor level 
that significantly affected the use of FinTech services. The 
researcher used the Theory TAM [26] as the basic theory of 
research. 
II. THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
A. Technology Acceptance Model 
The TAM, according to Davis, was initially developed by 
adopting the TRA theory [27]. The TAM is used to evaluate 
the identification of the influence of human behavior on the 
acceptance of the technology. This model has two main 
variables, namely: Perceived Ease of Use (PEoU) and 
Perceived Usefulness (PU) [28]. PU is the perception of the 
benefit of technology while the PEoU is a perception of 
convenience that is given technology to users [29], [30]. The 
research that has conducted on the TAM responds that PEoU 
and PU are variables that have an enormous effect on one's 
intention to use technology. 
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Fig. 1. TAM [28]  
B. Perceived Risk(PR) 
Study of a risk factor to find out the relevance of human 
behavior to others has been carried out since 1960 [31], [32]. 
Expectations that impact a loss caused by decisions of one's 
actions can provide interpretation as Perceived risk [33]–[35]. 
In consumer behavior to deal with the risk, it often felt as a 
multidimensional structure and consumer confidence in 
negative potential from use [36]. Elements of risk that have 
essential roles include security, finance, social, time [37], 
[38]. 
C. Trust(T) 
Trust interpreted as an idea of belief, hope, self-
confidence, integrity, the ability of the formation of an entity 
character. With this, trust in use is an essential factor in 
becoming the basis of a FinTech service [39]. The method 
used in increasing the trust of users, companies must have 
smooth and excellent communication so that they can 
establish close relationships [31], [40]. Trust also found in 
various fields as an essential element that influences users in 
using a service [31], [32], [39]–[41]. 
D. Relationship between Intention to Use(IU), Trust, and 
Risk 
 The relationship created between trust and risk will affect 
attractiveness and have an impact on users in using something 
technology [31], [42]. Thus, the element of trust and risk does 
not depend on each other but affects the perception of the use 
of technology. It can see in Figure 2. So, this research will 
implement the relationship into the TAM model, which can 
specific in Figure 3. 
 
Fig. 2. Relationship The Three Variables  
 
The research model uses six variables is T, PEoU, PR, PU, IU, and Attitude 
toward use (ATT).  
 
Fig. 3. Research Model 
The hypothesis can be generated from the model as follows: 
 
E. TOPSIS Method  
The TOPSIS method is one of the multi-criteria decision-
making methods, which was first introduced by Yoon and 
Hwang in 1981 [43]. TOPSIS is a method that widely uses as 
decision making that has many criteria requirements [44]. 
TOPSIS is a concept based on many criteria, which is not only 
the shortest distance as a positive ideal solution and can have 
the longest distance as a negative ideal solution [44]–[46]. 
Following are the steps in TOPSIS [45]. 
1. Determine normalized decision matrices   	
            
Description: is an alternative performance rating to-i 
to attribute to – j rij is an element of a normalized 
decision matrix. 
2. Determine the weighted decision matrix 
  

 
  

           !  
Description: wj is the weight of the j-criteria, is an 
element of a weighted normalized decision matrix 
3. Determine the matrix of the ideal positive solution (A+) 
and the matrix of the ideal negative solution (A-) 
A+ = (Y1+, Y2+, …... ,Yi+) 
A+ = (Y1-, Y2-, …... ,Yi-) 
4. Determine the distance of the alternative value of the 
matrix ideal positive solution (di+) and the ideal 
negative (di-) solution matrix, the distance of the 
positive ideal solution (di+) 
"#  $% &'('#)	
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Description: yi+ is element from matrix ideal positive 
solution 
"*  $% &'('*)	
  
Description: yi- is element from matrix ideal positive 
negative 
5. Determine the preference value (Ci) for each alternative. 
Preference value is the closeness of an alternative to the 
ideal solution. 
+  "*"* , "#
Description: a larger Ci value indicates an alternative 
priority. 
III. METHOD 
The type used is explanatory research with a quantitative 
approach. This study explains the causal relationship between 
variables based on hypotheses that have been formulated by 
testing. Testing does by distributing research instruments to 
respondents who are following the research criteria. The 
testing process uses SEM with SMARTPLS analysis software 
and analyzes the level of influence of variables using the 
TOPSIS method. 
A. Sample and Respondent 
The focus research to explain the behavior using FinTech 
services. The snowball method is used to find respondents. 
The data collection is done online using the Google form. The 
data collection process of this study conducted between March 
to December 2018. Overall, the survey results were 700 
respondents involved, with 564 respondents valid according to 
the needs of this study. The respondents consisted of 310 male 
respondents, 254 female respondents. The respondents can be 
grouped by age, from 15 to 20 years, up to 191 respondents, 
from 21 to 25 years, up to 127 respondents, from 26 to 30 
years, up to 50 respondents, from 31 to 35 years, up to 114 
surveyed and from 36 to 40 years 82 surveyed. Although it 
bases on work, it can be grouped into private employees/ 
public officials, up to 250 respondents and groups of students, 
up to 314 respondents.  
B. Research Instrument 
Quantitative research carried out the development of 
research instruments used to measure a variable. Research 
indicators that use in research come from literature studies so 
that they adopt these indicators. The type of Likert scale of 
five points use for measurement; the value starts from 1 = 
strongly disagree to point 5 = strongly agree. 
IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Data analysis uses the SEM using Smart PLS V2 software. 
The use of SEM in this study because it can test the 
relationship between quality constructs owned by the 
indicator. Using the SEM method, there are two main steps to 
analyzing the data, the first of which is an evaluation known 
as the measurement analysis model. The evaluation of the 
validity and reliability of a research instrument and then to 
carry out a structural model analysis, which aims to validate 
the research model. Then do a hypothesis test. Further testing 
is carried out further analysis to see the level of influence of 
existing variables on the use of FinTech services with the 
TOPSIS method. 
A. Evaluate the instrument 
This evaluation phase tests the reliability and validity of 
the research instruments. The evaluation process based on 
data obtained from valid respondents analysis using smart pls 
2.0 application. In the process of testing the reliability of the 
instrument, according to Barclay [47] can be seen by the value 
of AVE (Average Variance Extracted) <0.5. The results of the 
composite reliability analysis process are> 0.7, Cronbach's 
alpha> 0.7 and AVE> 0.5. In the testing, process validity is 
used to evaluate existing constructs in the study with a factor 
analysis of each construct, and the value must be above 0.6. 
Constructs that tested are 28 constructs. From the analysis, 
the process states that the constructed value is above 0.6 so 
that the construct is declared valid. 
B. Evaluation of Structural Model 
Evaluation of the structure model is critical in this study to 
see the model in the fit category of a model built. The results 
of this analysis see at the relationship of the variable with the 
value of "coefficient of determination" (R2), then evaluate the 
value of "Path Coefficient" and then evaluate the value "effect 
size" Evaluation evaluations were carried out on the research 
variables. The evaluation results from the value of coefficient 
determination (R2), then the joint effect of independent 
variables of the trust variable, perceived risk, perceived ease 
of use on the perceived usefulness variable is 0.713506. The 
value of the R2 variable perceived ease of use against the 
attitude award is 0.522973. While the value of R2 of the five 
variables on the intention to use variable is 0.703113. This 
value has categorized as moderate, so it can conclude that one 
variable three independent variable and the dependent 
variables together could influence the intention to use the 
dependent variable. 
C. Hypotheses Test 
The process of testing hypotheses obtained by hypotheses 
to describe the relationship of the six variables used in the 
study. Hypothesis testing results with the provisions of p-
value <0.005 so that it can, as a significant influence between 
variables and inversions will be insignificant, the process 
carried out using the application of SmartPLS V2, namely: 
Results of the first hypothesis which illustrates the 
insignificant relationship between PR and PU because the p-
value is 0.360. The results of the second hypothesis illustrate 
the significant relationship between T and PU because the p-
value is 0.001. The results of the third hypothesis illustrate 
the significant relationship that occurs between PEoU and PU 
because the p-value is 0.001. The results of the fourth 
hypothesis illustrate a significant relationship between PU 
and IU because the p-value is 0.003. The result of the fifth 
hypothesis illustrates a not-significant relationship between 
PU and ATT because the p-value is 0.200. The results of the 
sixth hypothesis illustrate a significant relationship between 
PEoU and Attitude Award because the p-value is 0,000. The 
result of the seventh hypothesis illustrates a significant 
relationship between ATT and IU because the p-value is 
0,000. 
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D. Analysis of TOPSIS Method 
Analysis process carried out from the TOPSIS method, 
which passed with the appropriate steps. The results of the 
process obtained the highest value until the lowest value of 6 
variables. These values are PU variable with a value is 
number one, which is then followed T variable with a value 
of 0.952864, ATT variable with a value of 0.946865, PEoU 
variable with a value of 0.900586 IU a variable with a value 
of 0.553492, and last is PR variable with a value of 0. 
V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
This study results, in conclusion, to describe FinTech 
services provided by a company, must mind attention to the 
primary factors, namely the usefulness or benefits arising 
from the use of FinTech services. Furthermore, the trust factor 
for FinTech services must give to users. Previous researchers 
have also suggested that trust factors influence the use of 
FinTech [43], [44], [48], [49]. In the process of developing 
applications or devices to be used, it is expected to have a 
level of ease in use. From these factors, by affect users in 
adopting FinTech services. Another result of this study is that 
a user not influence by the risk factors caused by the service 
because they have enjoyed the benefits and convenience of 
FinTech services.  
The results of the analysis of SEM are directly 
proportional to the analysis using TOPSIS where Perceived 
Usefulness, Trust, and Perceived Ease of Use are essential 
factors in influencing user decisions in using fintech services. 
Perceived risk is the least influencing factor and can even 
have ignored by the user. Thus, the increase in user trust 
occurs by itself. Then determine the influence of user 
intention in using FinTech services. 
Future study can do taking another perspective in 
adopting Fintech services and using other methods. Research 
can be developed given the influence of social factors and 
using AHP or other methods that can classify variables. So 
that research provides more knowledge to the company in 
developing Fintech services in various aspects. 
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